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Introduction: 
A public institution is bound by separate regulations than those of the 
private sector.  Federal regulations require that the institution be open and 
available for all sections of the populace and that every effort is made to 
represent any and all who wish to use it.  However, problems arise when the 
public institution is also a community agency.  The same federal regulations 
apply, but a common set of values, prejudices, and standards within the 
community are also assumed and expected, however undefined they may be.  
For an institution such as a library, this can be an especially difficult line to tread.   
Every community member has the right to enjoy the services of a public 
institution and to feel welcome and represented by it.  At the same time, 
community members expect the library to uphold the community standards in 
which they believe, without necessarily realizing those standards most likely 
differ from neighbor to neighbor.  The root of any controversy involving public 
library content and activity lies in the tensions among the individual 
expectations of patrons, the perceived standards and values of the culture, and 
the institutional requirements of the establishment.  
The notion that a community is tied together by a common set of beliefs 
and ideals is often put to the test when a controversy over public library content 
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arises.  Suddenly, neighbors realize the variance in their views on religion, 
freedom, literature, erotica, parenting, and human rights.  Suddenly there are 
boundaries and borders to defend.  What was once a secure and harmonious 
community becomes fractured as citizens choose sides on a battlefield they had 
not realized existed.  More often than not, the library is in the center of the battle 
and its future is dependent on the strength of its policies and the convictions of 
its defenders.   
These controversies are not new phenomena, nor are they waning as 
technology and society become more advanced.  Every day, in some library in 
the United States, a complaint is lodged about an item in the collection.  
Frequently, the item is reviewed and the issue is resolved peaceably.  But on the 
rare occasions when the issue gains public attention, the library is trapped 
between its desire to serve the populace, and its belief that it must represent all 
sides of the community, majority as well as minority.   
In order for public libraries to prepare for these conflicts better, they must 
be able to anticipate how and where communities will divide, and create policies 
that will safeguard themselves, and possibly circumvent future problems.  
Contention over library content cannot be entirely avoided, but the public library 
administration has an obligation to attempt to minimize the perception of 
imbalance in the collection by learning about the diversity in its community. 
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Background: 
Fayetteville, NC, is a growing community centered around Fort Bragg 
Army base.  Like many communities, the population is diverse.  The community 
is a mixture of conservatives, libertarians, military, retired military, academics, 
and members of various religions.  Despite the apparent evenness in the 
demographics, there is a strong conservative, Christian, contingent which 
supports a return to traditional family values. 
Early in 1999, a resident of Fayetteville, NC, filed a complaint about the 
inclusion of the book Knowing, a novel by Rosalyn Macmillan about an African-
American woman who is struggling to redefine her life, in the general collection 
of the Cumberland County Public Library and Information Center (CCPLIC).  
The resident was distressed to find that his fiancée’s teenage daughter had 
brought the text home from the library, and felt that the blatant sensuality in the 
novel was objectionable and not meant for minor readers.  The complainant 
believed that Knowing, and several other texts that were deemed offensive and 
“pornographic,” should either be removed entirely from the library system, or 
relegated to an “Adults Only” section.  He also stated his belief that a community 
advisory committee should be created to review library selections. 
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In addition to filing a formal complaint with the library director, the 
resident sent an opinion letter to the Fayetteville Observer, the local newspaper, 
that sparked a powder keg of editorials and opinion pieces from the community 
about the issue.  As a large section of the community rallied around the library 
and its policies, local conservatives and the local chapter of Family Friendly 
Libraries launched a formal campaign against the public library.   
Following the complainant’s example, 30 letters were sent to the CCPLIC 
director, and 163 letters were published in the Fayetteville Observer over the next 
year, for and against the library, as the newspaper became the main forum for 
discussion of topics such as community values, library content, and protection of 
community minors.  These public letters, written by private citizens, became the 
primary public dialogue about the issues as the community explored its 
differences and argued about solutions.  The letters offer expressions of public 
opinion in the voices of those who hold them.   
Private researchers and opinion polls have conducted studies of public 
opinion on censorship and public libraries, but always with the use of interviews 
or questionnaires and surveys.  The opinion letters to the Fayetteville Observer are 
free of the potential biases engendered by researchers and surveys, but have 
flaws of their own.  The letters were sent by a segment of the community, not the 
entirety, and represent only the vocal and literate.  It is not necessarily a random 
sample.  However, they are fairly evenly distributed between adult men and 
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women, both for and against the library, and therefore will be treated as a 
representative sample.   
For the purposes of this study, it has been assumed that the collection of 
opinion pieces offers a unique view of the values, concerns and beliefs of the 
Fayetteville community and, further, may represent the issues that face similar 
communities and public libraries throughout the nation.  By examining these 
letters through content analysis, the library community can begin to understand 
why the Fayetteville controversy gained national attention, and how individual 
public libraries can identify with their communities in the face of similar 
situations.   
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Literature Review: 
This study falls under a wide range of topics, and thus there is a large 
volume of literature for review, far too much, in fact for the scope of this thesis.  
Topics including public opinion and expectations, library policy, access control, 
and community standards are all discussed.  In addition, many of the current 
articles that discuss similar incidents involve case studies that do not examine the 
larger issue of public opinion and public influence on policy, but are useful in 
putting the Fayetteville controversy into context.  The purpose of this thesis is, to 
some degree, to fill in the gaps between the case studies of library controversies 
and the theoretical literature discussing the workings of the American public.  As 
a result of the enormity of literature available, only a sampling in each area will 
be discussed in this review. 
The study of middle-class American public opinion and expectations is 
ever changing.  The results of social science studies can be used in almost every 
aspect of society, from consumer marketing, to public service.  National surveys 
sample portions of the American populace and use the results to make estimates 
on popular opinion and public trends, the value of which is apparent to public 
agencies that rely on communities for their livelihood.  Both Wolfe (1998) and a 
study by the Survey Research Center at the University of Maryland (1997) found 
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that most Americans surveyed prefer “centralist moral positions”1 and 
compromise rather than extremes.  Many of those studied felt comfortable 
speaking about their own values, but uncomfortable making pronouncements 
about other Americans.  Both surveys indicate that those with more extreme 
moral positions are more likely to proselytize to their communities.  The moral 
values spoken of by participants have direct bearing on the desires of 
communities for public policy.  Regardless of whether these values are 
commonly discussed, they influence the public’s expectations of public facilities 
and their assumptions about their community.   
As the expectations of a community interact with its public facilities, 
controversies often spring up regarding the content of the facilities, and whether 
it is appropriate to the community as a whole.  June Pinnell-Stephens (1999) 
believes that these controversies stem from “misconceptions about the role of the 
2.  According to Pinnell-Stephens, patrons believe that the 
library should represent their values, endorse all the material within the library, 
and generally support conservative views.  However, Dempsey (1998) asserts a 
more liberal perspective, stating, 
The library is the source of all possibilities; it does not 
judge the worth or the values of its users; and it 
allows each of us the freedom to determine what 
information or inspiration will be gained from each 
library visit.3 
  
Suarez (2000), whose views support Dempsey’s, sees libraries as “the pillars of 
the common life,” a place where “the struggling class [is] able to get a foothold 
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on upward mobility.”4  The disparity in the literature between those who believe 
that the library should be representative of conservative values, and those who 
believe it should be a free place of exploration, self-improvement and 
enlightenment represents the variance in perceptions of the library, apparent 
both in the professional world and in the private sphere. 
Individual misconceptions about the overall desires of a community also 
exist.  Many complaints regarding library policy and content revolve around a 
belief in a shared set of values and goals within a community.  However, current 
research indicates that the public does not realize how diverse communities are.  
Pinnell-Stephens (1999) states: 
People feel most comfortable associating with others 
who share their beliefs and values.  When users claim 
that ‘everyone agrees,’ they’re talking about only 
those people in the community they know.  However, 
it doesn’t take long behind a reference desk to 
understand just how diverse our communities really 
are.5 
 
Though librarians know that they have to support the varying information needs 
of the public, these needs are widely scattered and not apparent to every member 
of the community.  
The heart of the fight surrounding library policy is the question of 
whether a selection policy that focuses on the desires and interests of the 
community majority is actually censorship.  From one standpoint, any effort to 
exclude ideas and materials from the general collection is absolutely censorship, 
and by nature, wrong.  However, the opposing argument states that librarians 
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are using a form of censorship every time they choose to select an item for the 
collection, that it is inherent in the job, and that it is a factor in maintaining a 
decent collection.  In dispute of that assertion, Woods and Hogan (1989) argue,  
Material selection and censorship are not synonymous 
terms, and the librarian who selects the best materials 
available within the agreed-upon proper selection 
policy cannot be accused of practicing censorship.6 
 
Doyle (1998) further paraphrases John Stuart Mills’ belief that “open and 
unfettered discussion” is the best way to “promote truth,” which is the goal of a 
free society, and that “censorship impedes truth’s emergence either because it 
keeps true opinions out of circulation altogether, or because censorship makes it 
less likely that true ideas will be subject to the rigors of debate.”7  However, 
Woods and Hogan, as well as Doyle, assert that censorship, in whatever form it 
takes, may be a necessary component of democratic society and that discussion 
of censorship is a protected form of free speech.  They do not assert that 
demands for censorship be heeded, but that they be given due consideration and 
open the path to discussion of why an item or idea should be removed, thereby 
removing, through open discussion, the barrier that censorship can create. 
In response to the myriad complaints offered to libraries, many librarians 
and scholars are seeking ways to “censorproof” libraries by “incorporating 
critical thinking into policies, services and community awareness.”8  Some 
libraries shy away from materials that may be challenged, thereby limiting their 
collections out of fear of controversy.  Caywood (1994) seeks to prevent librarians 
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from “living in fear of a censorship storm,”9 by offering advice regarding 
effective responses to challenges and proactive measures to secure the library.  
Alvin M. Schrader (1997) refutes Caywood’s assertions by suggesting, 
 ‘censorproofing’  is doomed to failure.”10  Schrader then 
offers alternatives to censorproofing, including community profiling, selection 
policies that include intellectual freedom statements, and public information 
programs.  Though his research directly contradicts Caywood’s contentions, his 
goal is the same: to aid libraries in working with their communities to maintain 
the library, and to prevent controversy avoidance from becoming the mission of 
the library.   
Challenges such as the Fayetteville controversy are a common occurrence 
in America’s libraries.  Every year, the American Library Association publishes a 
list of the most commonly challenged books, as well as a composite list of the 
reported challenges to library materials.  In 1998, 478 official challenges in 
America’s libraries were reported to the American Library association, and it is 
believed that for every challenged reported, four or five challenges go 
unreported.11  Some of the most challenged books in 1998 included It’s Perfectly 
Normal, by Robie Harris; Of Mice and Men, by John Steinbeck; R. L. Stein’s 
Goosebumps and Fear Street series; I Know Why the Caged Bird Sings, by Maya 
Angelou; and The Giver, by Lois Lowry.12  Most recently, the Harry Potter series 
has been frequently the source of censorship battles in the nation’s libraries.  The 
Fayetteville controversy is just one example of the existing debate over library 
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materials.  The following are a few of the hundreds of challenges that have 
occurred in recent years. 
 
Text, video and audio material, as well as unrestricted Internet access 
continue to be challenged in America’s libraries.  In 1999, funding for libraries 
has been threatened in Collin County Texas, Memphis-Shelby County Tennessee, 
and at a public library in Coopersburg Pennsylvania, if Internet use policies were 
not revised to include blockage of harmful and obscene materials.13  Internet 
filtering continues to be an almost daily battle the nation’s libraries.   
In August of 1999, the Fairfax County Virginia School Board was asked to 
remove On Devil’s Court, by Carl Deuker, when a parent complained that the 
book “advocates the devil’s use of power over a child.”14  In June of 2000, The 
Inner City Mother Goose was removed from the Whitney Point Central School 
District in New York, after parent complaints.15  Parents felt that the text was too 
mature for students, while supporters of the book felt that it “accurately 
portrayed problems of the inner city.”16   
As in the Fayetteville, NC, controversy, some complainants request that 
materials be moved from one section or that restricted access be imposed.  In 
March of 1999, the library system of Hastings, Nebraska, narrowly decided not to 
relocate “40 titles on the occult, ghosts, and magic” to the adults section.17  In 
January of 2000, the Ada, Idaho, library system decided to maintain Michael 
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Willhoite’s Daddy’s Roommate, one of the most contested children’s books in 
recent years, in the children’s section.18 
In addition to these individual incidents, many conservative 
organizations are encouraging parents and citizens to challenge materials that do 
not fit their agenda.  The biggest push for library policy reform in recent years 
has been by Family Friendly Libraries, Focus on the Family, and the Family 
Research Council, which maintain lists of objectionable materials and reasons 
and methods for challenges.  Karen Jo Gounaud, founder of Family Friendly 
Libraries, believes “libraries have lost sight of their mission to serve the 
community and are adding too much material that undermines ‘traditional 
values’ and the ‘traditional family’.”19  Information on Family Friendly Libraries 
can be found on their website, http://www.fflibraries.org/.  Encouragement has 
also been given by syndicated radio talk-show host, Laura Schlessinger (a.k.a. 
Dr. Laura), who speaks actively against the American Library association, 
homosexuality, abortion, and America’s lack of family values. 
Whether it is called protection or control, the urge to censor is a natural 
human behavior that is not going to go away.  Materials that challenge 
commonly accepted ideas, create discomfort, and normalize marginalized 
sections of the population will continue to invite censorship from individuals 
and political organizations.  As a result, libraries will remain the battleground for 
these challenges and need to be aware of the issues at stake in their communities.  
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Methodology: 
The opinion letters collected for this study were chiefly taken from the 
published public archives of the Fayetteville Observer, both the electronic and 
paper versions.  Several attempts were made to contact the paper about any 
possible unpublished opinion letters, but no responses were received and follow-
up messages remain unanswered.  It is assumed that the published letters 
represent the bulk of the correspondence sent to the paper, and that the possible 
few that were not published were considered redundant to letters published.  It 
is unknown whether any unpublished letters exist or have been archived; 
regardless, though, they remain unavailable. 
Thirty opinion letters were also sent to CCPLIC Director, Jerry Thrasher, 
who was gracious enough to allow their inclusion in this study.  These letters are 
supplemental to the dialogue that occurred in the paper and have solely been 
used to gain a further sense of the mindset of the community and to offer a 
framework for the published letters.  These letters will not be counted in the 
characteristic tallies, nor will they be quoted in the actual text of the study. 
A combination of latent and manifest content analysis, defined as “the 
process of identifying, coding, and categorizing the primary patterns of the 
data,”20 was used to analyze the 163 published opinion letters used in this study.  
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For the purposes of this study, each opinion letter is considered an individual 
unit and was independently analyzed.  Several themes were expressed in the 
letters that indicated waves of public opinion, and these themes became the 
categories around which the coding was based.  Coding for these letters was a 
subjective process, since no two letters expressed the same idea in the same 
manner.  Several different phrasings were often expressive of the same theme, 
and so general categories were created.  In addition, often the same word or 
phase was repeated within a sentence to reiterate an idea.  These instances were 
only counted as one occurrence of a characteristic. 
Data was gathered for this study in several different manners.  First, the 
relevant opinion letters were downloaded from the Fayetteville Observer online 
archives and organized in chronological order.  Then, letters were drafted to both 
Jerry Thrasher, CCPLIC Director, and to the editor of the Fayetteville Observer, 
requesting access to any other letters relevant to this topic.  Mr. Thrasher 
graciously agreed to provide the letters the library received, but no response was 
received from the editor contacted.  The CCPLIC letters were then placed in 
chronological order and added to the ever-growing folder of materials on the 
controversy.  Once all the published and available letters were collected, and 
after several failed attempts to follow up with the editors of the Fayetteville 
Observer, the letters were coded for key phrases and ideas and the data were 
inputted to an Excel spreadsheet (Appendix A).   
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Two letters, one for the library and one against, have been highlighted to 
demonstrate the types of coding that occurred, and some of the manners in 
which phrases were interpreted.  The names of the authors and any private 
citizens have been excluded, but the names of public officials remain.  The first 
sample letter was written near the beginning of the controversy and touches on 
some of the most prevalent issues.  The title in bold at the top of the letter is one 
offered by the newspaper, and not by the author of the opinion letter. 
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It is obvious that this community member is very concerned with what he 
believes is pornography and is unsatisfied with the policies and justifications of 
the library administration.  It is important to notice that he shows concern for the 
protection of minors, as well as offers his personal definition of parental 
responsibility.  He also alludes to his expectations from the library 
administration and what he views as their responsibilities. These themes were 
Pornographic Materials Can be Found in Library
Cumberland County Library Director Jerry Thrasher stated in a 
letter to the editor on Feb. 7, “the library has no pornographic
Parents should examine the hardback books, “knowing,” 
History Laid Bare,” and “An Underground Education,” all 
paid for by your taxes.  I am sure there are others.  Mr. 
Thrasher is not ignorant of what’s in the library.  These books 
are not soft-porn or simple nudity nor are they sex -education.  
They are hard pornography.
If an adult man invited 13-year-old girls into his home to read 
these, he could be charged with “contributing to the 
delinquency of minors.”  Yet any child can examine these X-
rated books in the library.  The library even says that any 13-
year-old can obtain or reinstate a card account without 
permission of the parents, even if the parent cancelled the 
account.
Mr. Thrasher stated, “the library does not control reading 
tastes of its customers.”  It’s true that he won’t limit a child’s 
privileges to see porn.  But, the library does “control the 
reading tastes of customers” by prohibiting adults from 
examining porn websites on its computers.
Bladen County established controls on what minors (those 
under 18) could see in the library by having “adult” material in
an adult-only area.  Why not Cumberland County?
True recognition of parental responsibility is establishing an 
adult-section and requiring parental signatures be on file for 
minor children to have access to this porn.  It’s time for some 
changes.
Pornography
Tax Payer Funds
Pornography
Pornography
Child Protection
Parental
Responsibility
Library
Responsibility
Access Control
Child Protection
Access Control
Pornography
Child Protection
Pornography
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apparent on both sides of the controversy and their definitions, and others, were 
argued within the opinion letters.   
The second sample letter is from a community member who believes that 
the library policy is justifiable and that there should not be a controversy.   
 
This author addresses many of the concerns brought up in the first letter, as well 
as others, and also expresses concerns common to the supporters of the library 
policy.  Like the first sample letter, this author expresses her views on 
pornography, parental rights and child protection.  She also introduces the idea 
of potential harm from the actions or inactions of the community.  This theme 
Limiting Reading Access is Morally Dangerous
I’m sure that those members of the Fayetteville community who are 
working so hard to protect our children from access to what they
consider pornographic or sexually inappropriate materials believe that 
they’re raising their voices in support of the common moral good.
However, many of us, guided by [our] own sense of the common moral 
good, would rather leave these “objectionable” materials on the shelves 
so that we ourselves can decide what we and our children should or 
should not read.
My husband and I have been part of the Fayetteville community for 
more than 10 years, and we have two sons.  We are all avid readers.
Certainly we guide our children’s reading (as we guide their television 
viewing and their other activities), but we also allow them the freedom 
and excitement of going to the library to discover all sorts of books.
It is morally dangerous, I believe, to limit access to “objectionable 
reading,” thereby creating a climate of intellectual repression, than it is 
to have this “objectionable reading” available for individual 
evaluation.
I hope that the members of the vocal and morally self-righteous group 
realize that what they define as community standards are not the
standards by which we all live.
America, thank goodness, is a pluralistic society, and the wishes of one 
group should not pretend to pass for the wishes of an entire diverse 
community.
Child Protection
Pornography
Parental
Responsibility
Personal
Information
Parental
Responsibility
Rights/
Perceived
Rights
Access Control
Harm
Community
Standards
America/
Constitution
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recurs throughout the letters and varies in degree from person to person.  She 
takes special care to state that the Community Standards of one section of the 
populace are not necessarily indicative of the entire community.  This is a theme 
that was hotly debated by the two sides and will be further explained in the 
discussion section.  She also uses her family status, and time in the community as 
leverage to support her arguments, a form of persuasion seen in many of the 
letters.   
The two letters offered as examples indicate the two extremes apparent in 
the Fayetteville controversy.  Not all of the letters published in the Fayetteville 
Observer evidenced such polar extremes; most of the letters fell within a more 
centralized area.  In the discussion that follows, the differences between the two 
sides of the community will be glaringly apparent, but some similarities will also 
become clear.  The letters also offer examples of some of the assumptions made 
by the authors, whether well founded or baseless, under which they operated.
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Discussion: 
Each letter was coded for thirteen separate characteristics and the number 
of hits per characteristic, per letter was recorded in the Excel spreadsheet 
(Appendix A).  Several characteristics have been combined into themes over 
which the community diverged.  The implications and discussion of that data 
follows. 
Community Standards: 
For the purposes of this study, “community standard” was interpreted to 
mean a common moral good.  Simple mentions of the word “community” were 
not enough to trigger coding of this characteristic.  However, the phrase 
“community standard” did not have to be mentioned for the associated idea to 
be included. 
The concept of a community standard is often a topic of debate in any 
library controversy.  Individual members of the community have a clear 
perception of what the phrase means, but there seems to be little agreement on 
what the actual standards are for the community as a whole.  The phrase has 
gained significant importance since the 1973 Supreme Court case Miller v. 
California, where the test for what constitutes obscenity was created.  The first 
part of the obscenity test states that the “average person, applying contemporary 
t find that the entire work in question “appeals to 
   23
prurient interests in sex.”21  The case was a landmark in the fight for First 
Amendment protection of controversial literature, but it also has created a buzz 
phrase around which the Conservative Right rallies. 
As would be expected, the phrase “community standards” appeared often 
in the opinion letters, in 28 separate letters, to be exact.  Typically, those 
opposing the library policy seemed to assume that the standards were universal 
and that by mentioning their existence the pro-library side would see reason.   
One such letter expounded the belief that “we must return to education that is 
based on community values.  While there is not black and white, there are things 
that are always right and wrong.”22  Another community member was quoted as 
stating, “San Francisco’s homosexual community standards should not be our 
23  Neither letter explained what the standards are, or what 
they should be, but both alluded to what the standards should not be.  A third 
letter affirms the author’s belief in a “community moral standard,”24 but doesn’t 
explain what that might be.  He does clearly state his doubt that the current 
library policy is in accordance with the standards. 
Those community members in favor of the library also made mention of 
the community standard, but clearly stated that it did not, and could not, exist; or 
as one letter states, “there’s no such thing as community-wide standards in 
matters like this.”25  Additionally, a letter written by two community women 
notes the multi-cultural aspect of the community as an explanation of the 
varying values of the community,26 and another further states:  
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I can see dozens of communities – groups defined by 
race, religion, employment, income, education, age, 
gender, marital status, birthplace, and on almost 
indefinitely.27  
 
Indeed, all of these differences become apparent in the dialogue of the opinion 
letters.  Yet another letter speaks of the use of a community standard by Nazi 
Germany in an effort to define the perfect society, and how the concept frightens 
her, then states, in no uncertain terms, “there can be no uniform community 
28 
Though many of the letters spoke of the community standard, whether 
demanding it or questioning it, only one letter was straightforward enough to 
state, “this debate is not about free speech, but about community standards.”29  
In a sense, the author is correct.  Though independently important, all of the 
subsequent topics discussed in the letters indicate a collective striving to 
understand Fayetteville community standards.  Some letters seek to establish the 
standards by brute force, some seek to enlighten others as to the degrees of 
difference in the community, and some simply say, “You do not speak for me.” 
The striving to understand community values apparent in the Fayetteville 
letters is not an isolated occurrence.  A 1997 ethics study, conducted by the 
Survey Research Center indicated that “the identification of community values 
must be the product of democratic deliberations, and not be imposed by the will 
of a majority or minority within the community.”30   These findings validate the 
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serial monologues of the Fayetteville Observer as the most democratic means to 
determine the community values.   
   26
Traditional Family Values and Responsibility: 
This section includes coding for the original characteristics categorized as 
“family values,” “parental responsibility,” “library responsibility,” 
“homosexuality,” and “religion.”  Originally, these characteristics were coded 
separately, but after the coding was completed it became apparent that the letter 
authors considered these topics to be closely related and that they were part of a 
larger issue.  These characteristics, while closely related to Community 
Standards, appear as an independent strain of conversation in the opinion letters 
and have been coded separately.   
The idea of “family values” only appears 13 times in the published letters, 
but the idea seems to be so significant to the community, and so expected in a 
public library controversy, that it is included in the characteristics.  The topic 
“Family Values” included family concerns, but was not associated with, and 
relates more to the community as a whole, rather than the individual.  “Parental 
 the other hand, appears 128 times in the published letters and 
is often in opposition to “Library Responsibility,” which appears 67 times.  
“Parental responsibility” also included parental controls and parental rights, 
while “Library Responsibility” includes library policies, procedures, and place in 
the community.  The frequent mentions of homosexuality and religion also 
indicated their bearing on traditional values and so they have been included in 
this category. 
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Both the supporters and the opponents of the CCPLIC spoke of parental 
responsibility in their letters and seemed to agree that it is essential in the raising 
of a child.  The difference of opinion involves the assistance of the community in 
parental duties, and the influence of traditional family values on public 
institutions.  The lines of this issue were fairly evenly split between those who 
felt that the library policy should be altered to reflect the morals of the vocally 
conservative faction, and those who felt that the family structure is not universal 
and cannot intrude upon the community.  The values and responsibility debate 
reflects a divergent understanding in the difference between civic values and 
moral values, and the place of each in a library. 
The first assumption of the vast majority of opponents to the library was 
that the traditional family is an essential part of a healthy community, involving 
two parents, one of each gender, married and living together to raise the 
children.  Both men and women in the library opposition unconditionally 
asserted this belief in such a way that it was clear no other alternative would be 
beneficial to the children or the community.  Their trust in traditional family 
values included outright condemnation, and indicated fear, of homosexual 
lifestyles.  Many justified obvious homophobia by suggesting that homosexual 
lifestyles were alien to the Fayetteville community and that the library policies 
should be reflective of local lifestyles; namely traditional lifestyles.  Some letters 
displayed obvious scorn for liberal values and for those who would prefer not to 
conform.  
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Those who supported the library seemed to believe that public 
institutions and community members should embrace the potential differences 
in the community, whether or not they were readily apparent in the majority of 
the populace.  Discussions of alternative lifestyles were not so apparent as a 
general consensus that every family is unique and autonomous, and that 
community members should not be excluded because they are different.  Most 
authors asserted that the family is a private issue and not a matter for a public 
institution, or in the words of one author, “parental guidance is well and good, 
but it should be kept within the family.”31   
Supporters went on to state that the “traditional values” eschewed by the 
library opponents were not necessarily the values of the entire community.  In 
addition to that assertion, those supporting the library often expressed a belief 
that different values did not mean “wrong” values.  These authors were open 
and supporting of the differences in the community and rejected the belief that 
there is a right way to live or to raise a family.  Many were openly defensive of 
their personal values and the privacy of their lifestyles. 
The second assumption of the opponents can best be described by the 
catch phrase, “it takes a village to raise a child.”  The proponents of traditional 
family values believe that it is not enough to have a supportive family structure, 
which instills good, solid morals, but that the community should also be 
reflective of those morals and thus support the family teachings.  This harkens 
back to the notion of community standards and the belief that such standards 
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exist.  More often than not, mentions of “community standards” were 
accompanied by assertions of the superiority of the traditional family.  One 
author, though in support of the library, professed a belief in common 
community values when he stated: 
The moral values of our community create a climate 
that profoundly influences the development of the 
moral standards our children will adopt.  To try to 
influence (not dictate) the moral climate of our 
community is good citizenship.32 
 
Clearly, not all in support of the library rejected a feeling of moral responsibility 
to the community.  This author makes a distinction between influencing the 
moral climate and dictating it, indicating a belief that there is a superior moral 
stance within the community, but also signifying that individuals should be 
shown the way to it, not coerced.   The author also indicates a belief in the 
potential harm of the absence of a community standard and that the children 
should be shown good morals by the adults in the community. 
Tailoring of the library collection was asserted as a means helping parents 
maintain their responsibility to their children.  These authors believed that the 
community is an integral component in childcare and should always have the 
parents’ wishes and intentions at heart.  Those who spoke in favor of tailoring 
the library collection to protect the children indicated they felt it was the library’s 
responsibility to do so and that such changes would keep children from straying 
from family teachings.  Again, the assumption that all families should and do 
have the same teachings appears. 
   30
Defenders of the library policy fiercely opposed the idea that the library’s 
responsibility is to limit all the children of the community according to the 
wishes of a single group of parents.  One author succinctly stated, “parents 
should make the decisions of what their children should read.  However, one or 
more parents do not have the right to control the reading habits of other 
children.”33   Supporters also felt that the opponents to the library were 
attempting to shirk their parental duties by relinquishing control over their 
children.  One author responded to calls for greater library tailoring by stating, “I 
will not abrogate my responsibility to the library of overseeing what my 
daughter should read … nor should the library assume responsibility for 
deciding what I can or cannot read.”34  Many community members who 
supported the library indicated a distinct conflict between the responsibilities of 
the parents and those of the library, while those in opposition to current policies 
believed that the two responsibilities should be complementary.  Again, the 
letters demonstrate a disparity in the perceptions of civic responsibility and 
moral responsibility.  
Finally, a concerned citizen who believes that all the children are the 
responsibility of the community succinctly states, 
Many parents in the community have instilled in their 
children a keen sense of right and wrong, of good and 
evil.  We cannot assume, through, that every child in 
the community has had that same good fortune.  For 
that reason, we cannot expect every unsupervised 
child who peruses the library shelves to bring home 
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only those literary works of which their parents 
would approve.35 
 
This author clearly states the belief structure governing the actions of those 
opposing the library; a principle that they are responsible for the entire 
community, not just their own family.  However, this conviction also suggests 
that the supporters of the library are potentially incapable of caring for their 
children properly, and indicates a subtle belief in the superiority of one faction 
over another.  The letter may not specifically mention traditional family values, 
but the implication is clear that other methods of family life are subordinate to 
good, solid, traditional family values. 
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Access Control and Legality: 
As a result of the nature of the Fayetteville controversy, a substantial 
amount of discourse occurred about the nature of library access as it pertains to 
children, as well as the community as a whole.  Several aspects of this discussion 
have been covered in the above sections as access is related to values and 
responsibility.  However, the community of Fayetteville moved beyond those 
topics to discuss the larger issues of control, censorship, and the access rights of 
Americans.  As the letters were coded, these topics were marked separate 
instances of discussion, but during evaluation, it became clear that the topics 
were related and should be discussed as a group.  The coding topic “Access 
Control” refers to discussions of control, limitations, and segregating sections of 
the collection.  The coding topic “Constitution/America” has also been included 
and includes discussion of rights, perceived rights, court decisions and 
interpretations, and Constitutionality.  The lines between the supporters and the 
opponents to the library were fairly obvious in discussion of access, which is to 
be expected since it is the main issue in the controversy.   
Opponents to the existing library policy condemned the current access 
policies, expressed their fears over the consequences of unlimited and 
unrestricted access, and offered suggestions for new policies.  As an example of 
the general controls promoted, one opponent spoke of the societal controls that 
prevent minors from seeing ‘R’ rated movies, driving cars and purchasing 
pornography, and stated her belief that it is the responsibility of parents and 
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institutions to enforce more controls in the library.36  Her letter combines her 
belief in the beneficence of societal controls with her views on parental and civic 
responsibilities.  Another concerned citizen believes that the library already 
exhibits control of the public through its Internet use policy and that it should be 
extended to all materials.  He further suggests that the library create an “adult 
section and [require] that parental signatures be on file for minor children to 
have access” to materials in the section.37   
To the supporters of the current library policy, the attempts at greater 
control of material access are a clear indication of censorship.  Supporters argue 
that any further restrictions would infringe upon the First Amendment freedoms 
of those who wish to use the materials.  Many mentioned a conviction that such 
restrictions would limit “free access to ideas,”38 and are therefore a violation of 
free speech.  The opponents demonstrate awareness of this argument by stating, 
“some people will just pass this off as [us] wanting to place controls on other 
people’s freedoms,” and then quickly counter with the assertion, “with freedom, 
comes responsibility,”39 again including civic and moral responsibility in the 
discussion.   
On both sides, access arguments became fiercely patriotic as the citizens 
interpreted their rights as Americans, such as one author who states, 
Book banning is a trademark of dictatorships.  Let’s 
remember that this is the United States of America, a 
nation with freedom of ideas, religion and speech 
among other wonderful gifts with which we are 
blessed.40 
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Many other opposing letters echoed the sentiments of one author, who states, “as 
to [their] Constitution … I served 21 years in the military, and fought one war to 
protect it.  Therefore, it is very much my Constitution, too.”41  Still other 
opponents believe, “we have hidden behind professional titles and the First 
42  Included in these statements, more often than not, was 
the mistaken assumption that pornography is not protected by the Constitution.  
Besides the obvious evidence that pornography is never well defined in the 
opinion letters, many of the authors confuse pornography, which is covered by 
the first amendment of the Constitution, with obscenity, which is not.  However, 
the emotional message behind their arguments is clear, they do not want 
objectionable material in the library. 
Though many of the opponents advocate moving materials to a controlled 
area of the library if they cannot remove them altogether, the library supporters 
quickly note that such a move would demonize use of the section and make 
social outcasts of adults who seek such “inappropriate” materials.  Any materials 
that were moved to the ‘adults section’ for questionable content would be 
deemed taboo, without any sort of relativism in the judgment.  As a rhetorical 
argument, several library supporters stated that the Bible would certainly be 
moved to the ‘adult section’ since it has many objectionable and inappropriate 
passages.  The library staff also believed that patron judgment would be a 
problem, and used this reasoning as one of the justifications for not creating such 
a section.  The library did not want to be a place of judgment for members of the 
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community.
   36
Child Protection and Harm: 
Among the many arguments for increased control within the library is the 
belief that the materials within the library have the potential to harm the minors 
of the community.  Arguments in this area came mainly from those promoting 
library policy change, as an almost universal belief was expressed for the 
immediate need to “save the children.”  Many authors used serial killer Ted 
Bundy as an example of the dangers of pornography, and several indicated a fear 
that objectionable literature could have the power to override family teachings 
and take children away from their chosen paths.  The notion that information is 
power is common in the Information Age, and so this line of reasoning is not 
unexpected, but there is little evidence for or against the idea of harm from 
reading materials in accessible literature.  Those in favor of the library did not 
often address this issue and it remained mainly the rhetoric of the opposition.  
Scholarly evidence on the effects of “mature” literature and pornography on 
children can possibly be found in the literature of Child Psychology, as it is 
beyond the scope of this paper.   
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Taxpayer Funds and Library Ownership: 
Many of the opinion letters indicated the importance of the stake each 
taxpayer has in public facilities.  As arguments became more feverish in the 
letters, the majority of the authors asserted their perceived power in the public 
library by mentioning that the institution is funded with taxpayer money.   By 
asserting the power of their financial contribution, the authors were also 
asserting their ownership of the library.  In a way, this is an encouraging sign of 
the importance of the library in a community.  With ownership, comes 
responsibility and pride.  Both sides of the community were fighting to protect 
an institution to which they felt a fierce connection, and the sense of ownership 
prompted them to fight for representation within it.  It seems that the community 
was not only engaging in a power struggle, but in a fight for the privilege of 
defining an institution that defines the community itself. 
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Conclusion: 
The struggle over control of the Cumberland County Public Library and 
Information Center (CCPLIC) was more complicated and involved than a mere 
disagreement over the appropriateness of a novel.  The controversy concerned 
the definition of the society itself, the striving for a strong community standard, 
the questioning of a common set of values, and the need to own and define an 
institution that quietly centers a community.  The library, which is the silent 
bedrock upon which the community was built, became the medium for the 
discussion.  The issues that came out in the opinion letters were honest, 
aggressive, and sometimes heated, but always had the community as a whole at 
heart. 
But while the controversy involved the nature of the community, it also 
caused disruption and endangered the status of the library.  Given the uproar 
created by the challenges, it is little surprise that many libraries will go to 
extremes to avoid such an incident in their home sanctuary.  However, no 
amount of “censorproofing” would have prevented the Fayetteville conflict.  
Community members should be able find a reflection of themselves within the 
library collection.  But libraries should also have information that will, at some 
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point, offend everyone in the community; if they do not, they are most likely 
ignoring a significant section of the population.   
The most that a library can do to prepare for a conflict is include a  
strong collection development policy, good public 
relations, staff development deploying interpersonal 
skills and a clarification of approved values, and -- by 
no means least – unceasing efforts to appreciate the 
needs of the community being served.43   
 
These suggestions, offered by many scholars who seek to find the ultimate 
solution, are a good effort and valuable, as long as the library realizes that they 
are not guaranteed to stop a challenge.  The remainder of the preparation is 
mental.  Librarians should accept that the diversity of a good library collection 
should reflect the diversity of a community.  On some occasions, disagreements 
and conflicts will arise and sections of the population will call for change.  These 
incidents do not necessarily have to be avoided.  Libraries can look to these 
occurrences as opportunities for discussion about the community and about the 
collection. 
There is a place in libraries and communities for controversy.  As 
evidenced in the Fayetteville letters, if nothing more, a challenge to the library 
collection opens dialogue about an institution that most people take for granted.  
The citizens of Fayetteville were forced by circumstance to evaluate their 
community goals and their assumptions about their library, and the result was 
contention and some harsh words, but also a stronger, healthier community and 
library system.  Perhaps the goal of a public library should not be to 
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“censorproof” or to avoid such controversies, but to seek methods of opening 
dialogue about community materials while mitigating the acrimony.  Perhaps the 
library should be a common ground where opposing forces in the community 
can see themselves reflected, and where they can come to understand their 
neighbors.  If nothing more, perhaps the library can be the one neutral ground in 
the culture war of the American community. 
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Constructs
Community 
Standards
Family 
Values
Parental 
Responsibility
Library 
Responsibility
Access 
Control
Child 
Protection Harm
Constitution/ 
America
Taxpayer 
Funds Pornography Obscenity Homosexuality Religion
Difference 
Between P & O
Personal 
Attacks
Pro or 
Against Gender
Stated 
Military
Stated 
Religion
1 1 2 7 2 20 4 2 2 18 2 1 n a m
2 1 8 5 1 3 1 2 n a m
3 1 3 5 6 5 2 3 p m
4 2 1 m
5 1 1 2 4 2 1 10 1 1 y a m y
6 1 1 p m
7 2 2 2 4 1 2 1 y a f
8 3 2 a m
9 2 1 1 1 2 3 n a m
10 1 p m
11 1 2 1 5 p f
12 3 1 6 3 1 1 1 y p f
13 3 3 5 1 m
14 1 1 2 1 5 p f
15 1 1 y p f
16 1 p m
17
18 2 1 3 3 9 3 1 1 y a m
19 1 7 4 12 3 4 10 y p m y
20
21 2 5 1 p f
22
23 1 3 5 1 2 y p f
24 1 3 11 13 15 3 p m
25 1 1 1 1 2 y p f
26 1 4 1 1 p f
27 5 1 6 2 3 p m
28
29 1 2 p f
30 1 4 14 10 1 5 2 3 1 y y a m y
31 1 2 3 1 2 1 3 n a m
32 4 3 4 4 1 1 y p m
33 3 2 2 1 p f
34 1 2 1 2 1 p f
35 1 1 p f
36 1 2 6 5 1 4 1 n y a f
37 1 3 1 1 2 1 p m
38 1 1 1 y p f
Letter Characteristics Personal Characteristics
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39 1 1 2 1 p f
40 2 3 1 4 2 3 1 p f
41 5 5 p f
42 1 4 7 2 1 1 p f
43 1 1 1 3 3 p m
44 2 ? f
45 1 2 2 1 4 1 3 1 a m
46 1 1 5 2 1 y p m
47 1 7 2 1 1 6 n a m
48 2 2 6 2 1 y p ?
49 2 1 p f
50 2 4 1 4 3 a m
51 1 1 1 p f
52 1 y p m
53 2 1 a m y
54 2 1 2 2 1 y p m
55 3 3 1 1 3 p m
56 1 2 2 y p f
57 2 3 p m
58 1 1 3 1 1 1 y p m
59 2 2 3 p m
60 1 1 2 2 1 1 n y a f
61 1 1 2 y p m
62 1 y p m
63 1 1 a m
64 3 5 2 p m
65 1 5 1 1 2 3 n a m
66 4 6 1 1 p m
67 3 3 7 1 n y a f
68 1 1 1 a m
69 1 7 5 p f
70 1 4 3 3 p m
71 4 2 2 6 3 2 4 4 1 a m
72 1 5 1 p m
73 1 2 2 1 2 3 y p m
74 6 1 1 2 y p f
75 2 4 1 1 1 p f
76 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 a m y
77 1 2 2 1 y a f y
78 1 2 4 1 3 3 y a m y
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79 2 3 1 1 p m
80 2 1 2 a m
81 1 1 1 a f
82 3 3 p m
83 4 3 4 1 p ?
84 1 1 3 y p m
85 2 1 3 1 2 p m
86 1 5 7 1 y p ?
87 1 3 2 3 p ?
88 1 2 6 a m
89 3 1 4 1 2 1 p f
90 2 1 2 2 1 1 y a f
91 1 3 3 1 4 1 1 n a m y
92 1 2 1 3 3 2 1 p m y
93 1 1 4 9 4 2 4 9 1 2 1 n y a m y y
94 3 1 7 3 4 1 3 1 1 y p f
95 1 1 5 3 1 7 y a m
96 2 1 p m
97 1 2 1 a m
98 2 1 5 1 1 p f y
99 1 9 3 p m
100 1 3 4 1 7 p m
101 3 1 2 1 2 y p m
102 2 1 3 1 2 1 2 y y p m y
103 1 1 5 1 2 1 1 10 1 1 n y a m y
104 1 2 1 1 1 p m
105 4 2 2 3 p f
106
107 2 1 1 1 p f
108 5 4 5 2 n y a m
109 3 1 3 1 1 p f
110 1 1 p m
111 1 1 1 p f
112 2 7 10 3 y a m
113 10 2 3 15 2 1 1 5 2 3 y y p m
114 1 2 3 2 a m
115 1 1 1 2 p m
116 1 1 1 2 a m
117 1 2 2 1 2 p m
118 2 1 1 1 a f y
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119 1 2 a m
120 1 7 1 2 2 5 1 y a f
121 1 2 2 2 1 1 a f
122 1 3 3 1 a f
123 5 1 p f
124 3 3 2 2 2 2 n a f
125 2 2 3 1 y a m
126 1 2 1 1 y a m
127 1 3 1 2 2 a m
128 2 5 a m
129 1 2 1 p m
130 1 2 2 1 1 2 a m
131 1 1 1 3 1 y a f
132 2 1 1 y a m
133 1 1 p m
134 2 1 3 1 2 y p f
135 1 1 2 1 1 1 p m
136 1 2 p m
137 2 2 1 1 1 p f
138 y a m
139 2 3 1 2 3 1 a m
140 y a f y
141 1 y a m y
142 3 4 1 4 1 a m
143 1 1 2 1 4 1 y a m
144 3 2 2 4 y a f
145 1 1 2 1 y a m
146 1 3 p f
147 4 1 1 p m
148 4 3 1 a ?
149 8 1 2 y p m
150 2 1 3 a m
151 p m
152 3 1 1 y p m
153 1 1 2 1 p f
154 1 y p m
155 4 4 1 1 2 y p m
156 2 1 1 1 y a m
157 1 3 1 y a f
158 1 1 1 p f
Appendix A:   
   
  
48
 
 
 
159 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 y a m
160 1 3 1 p f
161 1 3 y a m
162 3 1 4 1 a m
163
164 4 2 1 4 1 2 n y a f
165 3 p f
166 3 2 8 1 1 2 16 1 3 y p m
167 1 1 2 4 2 3 2 2 y y p ?
168 1 4 1 y a f
169 4 2 p m
170 1 1 5 p m y
171 1 1 p f
172 3 1 1 1 1 4 y y p m
173 3 1 1 y p m
174 2 2 2 1 p m
175 4 1 2 3 3 n y a m y
176 2 3 1 2 1 p f
177 1 2 p f
178 1 1 2 4 p f
179 1 1 2 1 1 p f
180 1 1 2 4 p m
181 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 p f
182 y p m
183 4 2 1 3 1 y a m
184 2 1 y p m
185 1 1 1 6 1 n y a m
186 4 y p f
187 1 2 4 1 14 y p m
188 1 1 7 1 n y a m
189 4 1 y y p m
190 2 1 1 2 p m
191 1 9 3 2 n y a m
192 3 2 a m
193 2 1 5 2 3 1 a m
194 5 4 p m
Totals: 53 13 128 67 395 117 38 164 75 256 52 20 89
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53
13
128
67
395
117
38
164
75
256
52
20
89
Total of Issues Mentioned in All Letters 
Community Standards
Family Values
Parental Responsibility
Library Responsibility
Access Control
Child Protection
Harm
Constitution/ America
Taxpayer Funds
Pornography
Obscenity
Homosexuality
Religion
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28
10
72
46
121
71
26
77
42
94
26
14
51
Letters Mentioning Issues
Community Standards
Family Values
Parental Responsibility
Library Responsibility
Access Control
Child Protection
Harm
Constitution/ America
Taxpayer Funds
Pornography
Obscenity
Homosexuality
Religion
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55
36
47
17
Gender Demographics
Pro-Library Men
Pro-Library Women
Anti-Library Men
Anti-Library Women
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Appendix C: (Excerpts from the CCPLIC Policies.)   
The full text is available on the CCPLIC Website, 
http://www.cumberland.lib.nc.us/.  Click on Library, then click General 
Information, then click Policies. 
 
USE OF LIBRARY MATERIALS 
The library recognizes that many materials are controversial and that any given 
item may offend some library user. Selections will not be made on the basis of 
any anticipated approval or disapproval, but solely on the merits of the work in 
relation to collection building and to serving the interests of Cumberland County 
citizens. 
The use of rare and scarce items of great value may be controlled to the extent 
required to preserve them from harm, but no further. 
Responsibility for the reading, listening, and viewing of library materials by 
children rests with their parents or legal guardians. Selection will not be 
inhibited by the possibility that materials may inadvertently come into the 
possession of children. 
 
RECONSIDERATION OF LIBRARY MATERIALS 
Recognizing that a diversity of materials may result in some requests for 
reconsideration, the following procedures have been developed to assure that 
objections or complaints are handled in an attentive and consistent manner. 
Whenever possible, complaints about library materials should be handled as 
they arise by the staff person to whom they are made. However, if the complaint 
is made at a public service desk, when the desk is busy, refer the complaint to 
your supervisor or whomever is on duty in a supervisory capacity. 
Complaints are referred through the normal chain of command. If the person is 
still not satisfied after talking to the assistant director, the assistant director will 
have them fill out a citizen’s comment on Library Materials form. 
On receipt of the written form, the assistant director must write a response 
within seven days. If the person is not satisfied with the written response from 
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the assistant director, he/she may appeal to the library director with a written 
request of appeal stating their objections. 
The library director must offer a written response within fourteen days. If the 
person is not satisfied with this response, he/she may appeal to the Library 
Board of Trustees. 
Upon receiving a written appeal to the library director’s response, the Library 
Board of Trustees must be informed of the complaint at its next regularly 
scheduled meeting, if the written complaint is submitted to the library 
Administrative Office at least 15 days prior to the meeting in order to be placed 
on the agenda. 
The item will be placed on the Trustees’ agenda under new business. A public 
hearing will be held only if the majority of the Trustees, present and voting, vote 
in favor of the hearing. If approved, the public hearing will be held at the next 
regularly scheduled meeting of the Library Board of Trustees. 
The Library Board of Trustees must make a formal response to the complaint 
and/or hearing at their next regular scheduled meeting. The Library Board of 
Trustees is the final board of appeal in reference to public library materials. 
 
CONFIDENTIALITY OF LIBRARY RECORDS POLICY 
Policy Statement: 
The Library shall not disclose any Library record that identifies a person as 
having requested or obtained specific materials, information, or services, or as 
otherwise having used the Library, except as provided under the following 
exceptions: 
1. When necessary for the reasonable operation of the library. 
2. Upon written consent of the user. 
3. Parents with positive identification may have access to the circulation 
records of their children 17 years old and younger. 
4. Pursuant to subpoena, court order, or where otherwise required by law 
(GS 125-19).  
 
SAFE CHILD POLICY  
Children seven years of age or younger must be accompanied by a parent, legal 
guardian, or adult of at least 18 years of age who acknowledges responsibility for 
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the child, during their entire stay in the library. These parents and or adults are 
responsible for their children’s behavior while in the building. 
Philosophy behind the Safe Child Policy 
The Cumberland County Public Library & Information Center welcomes 
children of all ages. It is a doorway through which life-long learning takes place. 
The public library is however, just that, a public building. As such, anybody can 
come into it, law-abiding or otherwise. 
Library staff have many duties to perform in order to serve all citizens of 
Cumberland County. They cannot monitor the behavior or whereabouts of each 
customer, including children. Staff do not take over parental responsibilities for 
children who come into the library. 
A child could be tempted to go off with a stranger. A child could become ill. A 
child could get mixed in with a school group and become lost. Any of these or 
other emergencies could take place in a public building. It is for the safety of each 
child that the Cumberland County Public Library & Information Center has 
adopted this Safe Child Policy. 
 
PUBLIC COMPLAINTS ABOUT POLICIES/PROCEDURES 
The Cumberland County Public Library & Information Center is a public 
institution devoted to its mission to provide modern library resources and 
services necessary to satisfy the evolving informational needs and recreational 
pursuits of the community, thus enhancing the quality of life in Cumberland 
County.  
In order for the library to meet its mission, internal procedures have been 
developed to implement the Library Board of Trustee-approved policies which 
govern the institution. If a library customer has a concern about library policies 
and/or procedures, he/she will be given an opportunity to discuss the concern 
with appropriate library staff. Unresolved customer concerns will be addressed 
by the Library Director and, if necessary, the Library Board of Trustees. 
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